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DETAILED ACTION 

4 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 112 

» 

1 . The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 1 12: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly claiming the 
subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

2. Claim7 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, second paragraph, as being indefinite for failing 
to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which applicant regards as the 
invention. 

3. Claim 7 recites the limitation "the result latch" in line 1. There is insufficient antecedent 
basis for this limitation in the claim. 



Double Patenting 

1 . A rejection based on double patenting of the "same invention" type finds its support in 
the language of 35 U.S.C. 101 which states that "whoever invents or discovers any new and 
useful process ... may obtain a patent therefor ..." (Emphasis added). Thus, the term "same 
invention," in this context, means an invention drawn to identical subject matter. See Miller v. 
Eagle Mfg. Co., 151 U.S. 186 (1894); In re Ockert, 245 F.2d 467, 114 USPQ 330 (CCPA 1957); 
and In re Vogel, 422 F.2d 438, 164 USPQ 619 (CCPA 1970). 

A statutory type (35 U.S.C. 101) double patenting rejection can be overcome by 
canceling or amending the conflicting claims so they are no longer coextensive in scope. The 
filing of a terminal disclaimer cannot overcome a double patenting rejection based upon 35 
U.S.C. 101. 

2. Claims 1-3 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 101 as claiming the same invention as that of 
claim 1 of prior U.S. Patent No. 6654909. This is a double patenting rejection. 

3. Claim 4 isrejected under 35 U.S.C. 101 as claiming the same invention as that of claim 2 
of prior U.S. Patent No. 6654909. This is a double patenting rejection. 
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4. Claims 5-8 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 101 as claiming the same invention as that of 
claims 3-6 of prior U.S. Patent No. 6654909. This is a double patenting rejection. 

■ 

5. Claims 9 & 10 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 101 as claiming the same invention as that of 
claim 8 of prior U.S. Patent No. 6654909. This is a double patenting rejection. 

6. Claims 11-16 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 101 as claiming the same invention as that of 
claims 9-14 of prior U.S. Patent No. 6654909. This is a double patenting rejection. 

■ » 

7. Claims 17, 18 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 101 as claiming the same invention as that of 
claim 14 of prior U.S. Patent No. 6654909. This is a double patenting rejection. 

8. Claims 19-22 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 101 as claiming the same invention as that of 

* 

claims 16-19 of prior U.S. Patent No. 6654909. This is a double patenting rejection. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §101 

* 

9. 35 U.S.C. 101 reads as follows: 

Whoever invents or discovers any new and useful process, machine, manufacture, or composition of matter, or 
any new and useful improvement thereof, may obtain a patent therefor, subject to the conditions and 
requirements of this title. 

Claim 17 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 101 because the claim recites "comprising a 
computer-readable medium". A correction is need to overcome this rejection by inserting word 
"storage" after "computer-readable". 

■ 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 
1 . The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 



1 
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(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

2. This application currently names joint inventors. In considering patentability of the 
claims under 35 U.S.C. 103(a), the examiner presumes that the subject matter of the various 
claims was commonly owned at the time any inventions covered therein were made absent any 
evidence to the contrary. Applicant is advised of the obligation under 37 CFR 1.56 to point out 
the inventor and invention dates of each claim that was not commonly owned at the time a later 
invention was made in order for the examiner to consider the applicability of 35 U.S.C. 103(c) 
and potential 35 U.S.C. 102(e), (f) or (g) prior art under 35 U.S.C. 103(a). 

3. Claims 1, 2, 7-22 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 

■ 

Godiwala et al., (U.S. Patent number 5361267). 

* 

4. As per claim 1, Godiwala et al., teaches (col. 3, lines a computer system where all read 
transactions are checked for errors and upon recognition of such errors, the errors are promptly 
reported to the processor. He also teaches (col. 4, lines 6-8) that errors are checked that include 
parity errors and hard errors. He also teaches (Abstract, lines 5-9) a control logic that include 
error checker to check for hard errors and parity errors and ECC generator to generate ECC. He 
thus teaches limitations pertain to an error detection component. With reference to a comparison 
component configured to receive information from the processor to determine if the information 
is valid and to output a signal to indicate an error condition. He teaches (Abstract, lines 10-12) an 
error signal generator that generates and transmits an error signal when there is a hard error or a 
parity error. He does not explicitly discloses a comparison component that determines if the 
information is valid. It would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the 
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time the information is made to realize that his error checker would include a comparison 

■ 

component. This is because He teaches detection for errors and generates an error signal upon 

♦ 

detection of error in the received data, requiring a comparison component. 

5.. As per claim 2, With reference to the error detection component comprising an error 

detection state machine and outputs a next-to-read-out signal. He teaches (col. 3, lines 52-55). 

6. As per claim 8, With reference to a cache, TLB, RID, MSR, CRAB, & TLB, Godiwala 
teaches the limitations (See Fig. 3). 

7. As per claims 9 & 10, With reference to the CRAB includes at least one MSR coupled to 

■ 

the CRAB. Godiwala teaches as stated per claim 1 above, the control logic includes error 
checker to check for hard errors and parity errors and ECC generator to generate EC, therefore 
would include checksum component and the MSR components. 

8. As per claim 11, Godiwala substantially teaches the claimed invention as discloses 
related to claim 1 above. He also teaches (col. 4, lines 6-8) that errors are checked that include 
parity errors and hard errors. He also teaches (Abstract, lines 5-9) a control logic that include 
error checker to check for hard errors and parity errors and ECC generator to generate ECC. He 
thus teaches limitations pertain to computing a parity bit value. With reference to a comparison 

> * 

component configured to receive information from the processor to determine if the information 
is valid and to output a signal to indicate an error condition. He teaches (Abstract, lines 10-12) an 
error signal generator that generates and transmits an error signal when there is a hard error or a 
parity error. He does not explicitly discloses a comparison component that determines if the 

♦ 

information is valid. It would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art to realize 
that his error checker would include a comparison component. This is because He teaches 



Application/Control Number: 10/634,899 Page 6 

Art Unit: 2114 

detection for errors and generates an error signal upon detection of error in the received data, 
requiring a comparison component. 

9. As per claims 12 & 15, With reference to outputting a next-entry- to -read out signal. He 
teaches ((Abstract, lines 10-12, col. 3, lines 52-55). 

* 

10. As per claims 13 & 14, With reference to receiving a periodic read authorization signal 
and determining if the processor resource is in use. He teaches (col. 6, lines 16-20). 

11. As per claims 15 & 16, With reference to outputting a signal to indicate an error 
condition and outputting a machine check abort signal. He teaches (Abstract, lines 10-12). 

12. As per claim 17, Godiwala substantially teaches the claimed invention as discloses 
related to claim 1 1 above. He also teaches (col. 4, lines 6-8) that errors are checked that include 
parity errors and hard errors. He also teaches (Abstract, lines 5-9) a control logic that include 
error checker to check for hard errors and parity errors and ECC generator to generate ECC. He 
thus teaches limitations pertain to computing a parity bit value. With reference to a comparison 
component configured to receive information from the processor to determine if the information 
is valid and to output a signal to indicate an error condition. He teaches (Abstract, lines 10-12) an 
error signal generator that generates and transmits an error signal when there is a hard error or a 
parity error. He does not explicitly discloses a comparison component that determines if the 
information is valid. It would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art to realize 
that his error checker would include a comparison component. This is because He teaches 
detection for errors and generates an error signal upon detection of error in the received data, 
requiring a comparison component. 



Application/Control Number: 10/634,899 Page 7 

Art Unit: 21 14 

13. As per claim 18, With reference to outputting a next-entry-to-read out signal. He teaches 
((Abstract, lines 10-12, col. 3, lines 52-55). 

14. As per claims 19 & 20, With reference to receiving a periodic read authorization signal 
and determining if the processor resource is in use. He teaches (col. 6, lines 16-20). 

15. As per claims 21 & 22, With reference to outputting a signal to indicate an error 
condition and outputting a machine check abort signal. He teaches (Abstract, lines 10-12). 
16. 

Allowable Subject Matter 

17. Claims 3-6 are objected to as being dependent upon a rejected base claim, but would be 
allowable if rewritten in independent form including all of the limitations of the base claim and 
any intervening claims. 

Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Nadeem Iqbal whose telephone number is (571)-272-3659. The 
examiner can normally be reached on M-F (8:00-5:30) First Friday Off. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Robert W Beausoliel can be reached on (571)-272-3645. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 
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9 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 

* 

may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 

■ 

system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). . 
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Primary Examiner 
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